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E1peciallg 10~ you ••• 
"Especially for you ... ," this 
month's cover girl, Mary Clare 
Denisen, seems to be telling you 
about the new home-garden straw-
berry variety, Cyclone. Mary is 
the daughter of Author Ervin L. 
Denisen who reports more about 
this new variety in the article be-
ginning on page 5. 
in this iss e 
Who'll Gain From More Livestock?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
Individ ua l fo rm fomily incomes may d rop substantially as 
the result of incre ased production in prospect for the next 
several years. Red uctions in individual family food bill s, 
however, probably will be slight. 
Gene Futre ll and Arnold Paulsen 
Cyclone-A New Strawberry for Your Garden ..... . . . .. 5 
A new, large, June-bearing strawberry has been developed 
at Iowa State for use in home gardens. This new berry, 
called Cyclone, is excellent in flavor a nd freezing quality 
and ranks high in sweetness and texture. 
Ervin L. Denisen 
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. . . what would have happened without them in the 
1952-58 period? Farm p rices and incomes would have 
dropped , say these authors. W ithholding grain did have 
the effect of raising prices and incomes in this period. 
But is it possible we've only borrowed this increase from 
the future ? 
Geoffrey Shepherd , Francis Kulish, Don Kaldor, Richard Heifner 
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The pathway to farm ownership has seldom been a n easy 
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of Iowa farmland ownership, we find that the ways in 
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Five or I 0 years ago, many folks were "sure" about how 
to improve farm policy. Time has softened many of these 
once firm convictions, and new proposals are being made . 
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For Your Interest •.... . ... . ..... .. . . .... ... ...... . 19 
This monthly section presents brief reports on the progress, 
results and applications of farm and home resea rc h cur-
rently being conducted by your agricultura l a nd home 
economics experiment station at Iowa State. 
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chat with the editors 
YOUR LAST ISSUE? 
This may be the last issue of Iowa 
Farm Science that you' 11 re·ceive if you 
hav·en' t re·turned the renie0wal card for 
1960 that was included with your Novem-
ber issue. (Some will rece.ive the Jan-
uary issue e·ven though the renewal card 
hasn't been returned since the annual 
revision of the mailing list won't be 
fully complet·ed by that time.) 
To be c·ertain 01f re.ceiving the Janu-
ary and following issues, che1ck your 
November copy now to make ·sure· that 
you've remo·ved and returned the r enewa l 
card from it. 
The January issue will be· the annual 
"all-outlook" issue to provide what we 
hope will be useful informa tion as you 
make your plans for the yiear ahead. 
Tenta tively .scheduled are outlook, 
prospect or situation reports on: 
General Farm Outlook for 1960, 
Livestock Disease Situation, 
Insect and Rodent Pro1spe·cts, 
Crop V·a rietie1s and Se.ed Outlook, 
Fa rm Custom Rat e.s , 
Crop Yield Outlook for 1960, 
Plant Disease Pro s peict s . 
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Who'll Gain 
From More 
Livestock? 
Individual farm family incomes may drop substantially as the result of 
increased production in prospect for the next several years. Reduc-
tions in individual family food bills, however, probably will be slight. 
by Gene Futrell and Arnold Paulsen 
L IVESTOCK and poultry pro-duction is expected to increase 
sharply over the next several 
years. Feed grain supplies are 
large, and grain prices will be 
lower. And as livestock numbers 
increase, livestock prices at the 
farm level are going to drop 
sharply. The over-all effect : lower 
incomes for producers and lower 
prices for consumers-but not in 
the same degree or in the propor-
tions you might expect. 
How will a sharply increased 
livestock supply affect an indi-
vidual family food budget and a 
farm family's income? This is 
what we're going to try to show 
in this article. The estimates used 
are based on many assumptions 
and are not predictions of actual 
prices and incomes. But they're 
based on known relationships and 
are realistic enough to indicate 
the relative benefits and conse-
quences of any widespread in-
crease in livestock supplies. 
Projections have been made be-
fore for "all consumers" or for 
"all agriculture." We're trying 
here to put our estimates in terms 
of an individual consuming and 
producing family to outline the 
probable situation over the next 
2 or 3 years. 
G ENE FUTRELL is extension economist spe-
cial izi ng in consume r info rma tion. ARN O LD 
PAU LSEN is assista nt p rofesrnr of agricul-
tural economics a nd a member of the sta ff 
of th e Ce nte r fo r Ag ri cul t ural <i nd ~c;o n 9mic; 
Adju stment. 
For Consumers . • • 
Beef, pork, eggs, chicken and 
milk are the main food items pro-
duced in the Midwest. They make 
up about 45 percent of a typical 
family food budget. The esti-
mated 19 59 consumption of these 
products per person and for a 
family of four are shown below. 
TABLE I. Yearly consumption per person 
and total consumption for a family of four 
of selected foods . 
Per-person Estimated 
consumption consumption for 
Food 1959• family of four 
Eggs ....................... 353 1,412 
Pork , I bs . ... .. ..... ................ 66.5 266 
Chicken, lbs. . ... ............. 30 120 
Beef, I bs . .... .. ........... ......... 80 320 
Milk, qts . ........ .. ............... 175 700 
•Estimated ; Ag ricultural Ma rketi ng Service, USDA. 
The per-person rates for the 
current year were estimated by 
the USDA. They're likely to 
change somewhat over the next 
several years. Increases are prob-
able on some of the items that 
will be in large supply. 
Most people in the United 
States, however, aren't anxious to 
eat more food . They are inter-
ested in reducing their food bill. 
Therefore, we've tried to estimate 
the possible reduction in the food 
bill for a family of four who do 
not eat more food in total. 
How much difference will lower 
farm prices make in the food bill? 
Probably not as much as either 
consumers or farmers think it 
should. The amount of the retail 
price decline resulting from a 
farm price decline will depend on 
how much the costs of processing 
and handling food products from 
farm to grocery cart increase in 
the next several years. 
If the pay to handlers, proces-
sors and distributors (marketing 
margins) would remain constant 
in cents per pound at 1958 levels, 
the typical urban family food bill 
for beef, pork, chicken, eggs and 
milk would be likely to drop 
about 43/i percent from 1959 to 
1960. It would continue to drop 
to nearly a 6-percent decrease by 
1962, based on long-range pro-
duction estimates and price fore-
casts for farm products. 
But if the marketing margins 
continue to rise about the same as 
they have in the past 10 years, 
typical family food bills would de-
crease only around 3 Yi percent 
from 1959 to 1960 and would be 
down only about 2 % percent by 
1962. 
Generally, the costs of handling 
food items change rather slowly 
in the short run. But they have 
increased for most items over the 
past 7-10 years. Of the items con-
sidered here, marketing margins 
for beef, pork and milk have 
shown a steady upward trend. 
Little trend has been apparent 
for eggs and chickens. 
The decrease in retail food 
costs just mentioned is for items 
with a relatively "high farm 
value"- those items for which 
the farm-retail spread is relatively 
small. The farm-retail spread is 
the difference between the farm 
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value and the retail price. It is the 
sum of such costs as spoilage, 
shrinkage , processing, hauling, 
displaying, handling and pack-
aging. 
Meat and eggs have a fairly 
high proportion of their total con-
sumer costs in farm value. Farm 
producers in 19 58 received about 
6 7 percent of the retail cost of 
eggs and about 5 7 percent of the 
retail cost of pork. 
\Vheat, in contrast, is a low 
farm value crop. The value of 
the wheat in a loaf of bread cost-
ing 2 2 cents is only about 3 Yi 
cents. So, even if wheat were 
free, the consumer cost for bread 
wouldn 't drop more than 16 per-
cent. 
But livestock products are in a 
better position than wheat as far 
as the consumer is concerned. 
When the farm value of meat, 
milk and eggs drops because of 
increased supplies, the consumer 
may still get the benefit of a sub-
stantially lower retail price. Un-
fortunately for the farm producer , 
however, the price drop must be 
greater in proportion than the 
change in the supply. Urban fam-
ilies will buy enough more live-
stock products to eat up an in-
creased supply, but meat would 
have to look like a real bargain. 
For Producers 
We've just outlined how con-
sumers stand to gain- though not 
greatly-from the prospects for 
increased livestock production 
over the next several years. What 
will be the counterpart effects on 
the income of a typical farm fam-
ily during the same period? 
The total number of hogs to be 
marketed in 1960 may be as much 
as 22 percent greater than the 
19 58 slaughter. This would be 
the picture if the 1960 spring pig 
crop is increased by roughly 5 
percent over 1959. If so, hog 
prices will decline by about 3 7 
percent from the 19 58 level. The 
reason for the more-than-propor-
tional drop in prices is because 
of consumer behavior. Francis 
Kutish in his Farm Outlook has 
been pointing out for several 
years now that an increase in hog 
supplies results in a proportion-
ally greater drop in prices and 
that a decrease in supplies results 
in a more-than-proportional price 
increase. 
Other farm prices are expected 
to decline also during the next 
several years. And some produc-
tion costs are expected to in-
crease, though the anticipated de-
cline in corn prices will reduce 
the cost of purchased feed grains. 
Table 2 shows the average in-
come and expenses for a typical 
corn-hog farm in 1958. Both the 
income and expenses for the 19 58 
output are then projected for each 
of the years 1960-62 on the basis 
of current production prospects. 
Right off, the 383 hogs pro-
duced are reduced in value by 3 7 
percent from 1958 to 1960. Total 
farm income might drop only 
about 28 percent, however, since 
the prices of other products aren't 
expected to decline as much as 
those for hogs. The net income--
the return to all labor, land and 
capital used on the farm- might 
drop by 65 percent, or to about a 
third of its 1958 level. 
Why doesn't the operator of 
this " typical" farm increase his 
hog production? The typical corn-
hog producer probably will. But 
we held his hog production con-
stant to illustrate a point: To 
show that the consumer, in the 
face of current prospects, stands 
to gain a reduction (but only a 
TABLE 2. Projected income for a typical corn-hog farm.• 
1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 
No. of hogs produced 383 383 383 383 383 
Va lue of hogs ........ ... ............ .. .................. 
------- .$15 ,325 $12, 120 $ 9,700 $I 0,500 $11,300 
Va lue of grain sold ..................... 3,237 2,900 2,757 2,545 2, 490 
Other i ncome ........................ 
················ 
4,556 4,532 4,364 4,21 1 4,063 
Total income 
-·-··················-················ 
.. ... .. ... $23, 118 $19, 552 $16,821 $17,256 $17,853 
Operati ng expense .................. .. ... .................. $ 4,508 $ 4,598 $ 4,688 $ 4,778 $ 4,868 
Fixed expenses 
······················--· 
2,616 2,616 2,616 2,6 16 2,616 
Feed bought 7, 188 6,700 6, 470 6, 225 6,080 
Total expenses .. ...... ..... .................................. .... $14,312 $13 ,914 $13 ,774 $13 ,6 19 $13 ,564 
NET INCOME .... .......... .. .. 
··············· 
................ $ 8,806 $ 5, 638 $ 3,047 $ 3,637 $ 4,289 
•Assuming that output remains at th e 1958 leve l o n the fa rm . 
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slight one) in his food budget-
if he eats the same amount. But 
the producer- if he produces the 
same amount- in the face of cur-
rent prospects may suffer a two-
thirds decline in income. 
Individual farm families could 
avoid part of this decline in in-
come by cutting some costs, mak-
ing timely marketings, changing 
the farm organization, enlarging 
the farm or increasing hog pro-
duction. Many will increase their 
output and sales . But the total 
result of large numbers doing this 
and increasing production would 
be to force hog prices even lower. 
All in All ... 
We want to emphasize again 
that these projections aren't pre-
dictions of actual costs, prices or 
income levels. They're intended 
to illustrate the probable relative 
effects on Iowa farm family in-
comes and on individual family 
food bills from the prospective in-
creased farm output. And it ap-
pears that the consequences of 
large livestock-poultry-dairy pro-
duction will fall heavily on pro-
ducers through reduced individual 
net farm incomes. 
Consumers in total could bene-
fit considerably from the expected 
lower farm prices - particularly 
for the commodities discussed 
whose retail price includes a fairly 
high "farm value." But further 
increases in marketing costs -
and these are likely-would elim-
inate much of the potential saving 
even on an "all consumers" basis. 
The total value of the nation's 
livestock production might be re-
duced by 800 million dollars from 
1958 to 1960. This is a potential 
saving for consumers in total and 
a reduction in net income to farm-
ers. Since there are roughly 2 3 
times as many consumers as farm-
ers, however, the loss per farmer 
would be much greater than the 
savings per consumer. 
Taken all together , individual 
farm family incomes may drop 
substantially as the result of 
lower farm prices following the 
increased production in prospect 
for the next several years. Reduc-
tions in individual family food 
bills, on the other hand, will prob-
ably be slight. 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
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4.Q 
by Ervin L. Denisen 
CYCLONE is the name of a 
new strawberry variety de-
veloped at Iowa State. This 
strawberry is big, early, high 
yielding and excellent in flavor 
and freezing quality. The berries 
are brilliant red, juicy, cone-
shaped and slightly necked so 
that the hull (calyx) is easily re-
moved. The plants are vigorous 
and productive of runners- but 
don't have the tendency to over-
crowd that many commonly grown 
strawberries in Iowa home gar-
dens have. 
For Home Gardens 
This new June-bearing variety 
is especially adapted for home-
garden production or for local 
markets rather than for shipping. 
Here's why: Two main measures 
of strawberry quality - dessert 
quality and shipping quality-
of ten are at odds. As a dessert, 
we like strawberries with smooth 
texture, tender skin, attractive 
color and pleasing flavor. But ber-
ries produced for shipment to dis-
tant markets must be firm and 
have a fairly tough skin to avoid 
bruises from packing and han-
dling. 
So Cyclone is not a shipping 
variety. It's a dessert-quality 
berry. It is being introduced spe-
cifically for the home garden-
ERVIN L. DENISEN is associate professor 
of horticulture at Iowa State. 
•• •• 
4New 
A new, large, June-bearing strawberry has been developed at Iowa State 
for use in home gardens. This new berry, called Cyclone, is excellent 
in flavor and freezing quality and ranks high in sweetness and texture. 
for home use or local markets. 
Other selections from our straw-
berry breeding program, how-
ever, are under test for market 
and shipping quality to meet the 
needs of commercial growers. 
What Cyclone Is • • • 
Cyclone's immediate parents 
are two selections (unnamed vari-
eties) developed in the strawberry 
breeding program at Iowa State. 
These selections (1-3713 and 68-
3702) were developed earlier 
from the Rockhill, Beaver and 
Dorsett varieties. The selections 
were crossed in 19 50, and seed-
lings of this cross fruited for the 
first time in 19 5 2. The seedling 
1-3 5 (Cyclone) was selected as 
promising that year and has been 
under test since that time. 
The new variety was increased 
in 1957-58, and stock plants were 
sold to the Iowa Nurserymen's 
Association in the spring of 19 5 9. 
Iowa nurseries have made further 
increases in 19 5 9, and Cyclone 
plants will be available from Iowa 
nurseries for the 1960 planting 
season. 
Its Record 
Cyclone's record of perform-
ance has placed it above other 
seedling selections in Iowa State 
tests and also above many of the 
commonly grown varieties in the 
state. All comparisons with other 
selections and varieties have in-
cluded the Dunlap variety, prob-
ably the most widely grown June-
bearing variety in Iowa. The 
3-year records of Cyclone and 
Dunlap, as well as several other 
varieties, are given in table 1. 
TABLE I. Average yearly yield and berry 
size of Cyclone and other varieties in a 
3-year test, 1956-58. 
Berry size 
Variety Season Yield• (grams) 
Cyclo ne .............. Early 71.4 8.5 
Premier ................. Early 26.4 7.3 
Bl a kemore ........... Ea rly 23 .0 4.3 
Dunlap .................. M id-season 70.0 5.3 
Robinson .............. Late 67.3 7.9 
A rmore ................. Late 79.4 8.1 
•Pounds per 100 feet of row. 
Among the early varieties, Cy-
clone was tops both in yield and 
berry size. Cyclone and Dunlap 
were about equal in yield, but 
Dunlap has smaller average berry 
size. Among the late varieties, 
Robinson yielded nearly as high, 
and Armore yielded higher than 
Cyclone. Cyclone had the advan-
tage here in earliness and superior 
dessert quality. 
Berries-from the beginning to 
the end of the season- don't show 
the drastic decrease in size for 
Cyclone as is found with Blake-
more and Dunlap varieties. Cy-
clone also was superior to Dunlap 
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leaf spot, Dunlap, Robinson and 
Armore varieties had considerable 
leaf spot in adjacent plots. Cy-
clone, however, had only mild in-
fections. 
The runners of Cyclone are 
strong and grow vigorously. New 
runner plants are sturdy with 
large crowns and well-developed 
root systems. Also, the new vari-
ety has done well on both light 
and heavy soils. 
Recommended planting dis-
tances for spring planting of Cy-
clone are 4 feet between rows and 
2 feet within rows. This usually 
gives plenty of room for new run-
ner plants and-at the end of a 
good growing season-results in 
a matted row 24-30 inches wide. 
Cyclone's berries are brilliant red, juicy, cone shaped, slightly 
necked (so that the calyx is easily removed), and have excellent 
flavor and freezing quality. Plants are early and high yielding. 
Plants are hardy to Midwest 
conditions but, like all straw-
berries in this area, should be 
mulched in late fall for winter 
protection. Other growing needs 
are the same as those described in 
Pamphlet 224, "Growing Straw-
berries." (This pamphlet is avail-
able from your county extension 
director or from the Publications 
Distribution Room, Morrill Hall, 
Iowa State University, Ames.) 
in tests by the USDA at Belts-
ville, Maryland. 
Good for Freezing 
How does Cyclone rate in 
sweetness, flavor and texture after 
freezing? We've conducted freez-
ing tests in cooperation with 
Frances Carlin of the Department 
of Food and Nutrition at Iowa 
State. Cyclone was compared 
with three other strawberry vari-
eties-Dunlap, Robinson and Pre-
mier. The scores in table 2 are 
the averages of 16 ratings from a 
panel of taste-testers consisting 
of five persons per panel. Scores 
are based on a possible top score 
of 5. 
TABLE 2. Taste panel scores of frozen 
berries.• 
Variety Flavor Sweetness Texture 
Cyclone 
·······-·-·-···-·-
4.0 4.1 4.3 
Dunlap 
-------·····--······ 4 .3 3.9 3.9 
Robinson ................ 3.4 4.0 4.2 
Premier .................. 3.4 3.9 3.9 
•Based on a possible top score of 5. 
The berries were cut in half, 
sweetened with a 60-percent sirup 
and stored for 8 months at 0° F. 
before testing by the panel. Cy-
clone was rated very close to 
Dunlap but considerably above 
other varieties in the test. The 
bright red color of Cyclone ber-
ries also gave them a highly at-
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tractive appearance as a frozen 
product. 
Growth and Care 
Cyclone plants are vigorous, 
with medium to large leaves and 
strong leaf stems (petioles). The 
plants are moderately resistant to 
strawberry leaf spot. During sev-
eral seasons when conditions were 
favorable to the development of 
Cyclone plants for 1960 plant-
ing will be available only from 
Iowa nurseries. The Horticulture 
Department at Iowa State has no 
plants for sale. 
Large size, earliness and good flavor are important characteris-
tics of Cyclone. The berries are easy to pick, and they tend to 
maintain their large size throughout most of the growing season. 
Storage and Supports 
Have Worked, BUT ... 
. . . what would have happened without them 
in the 1952-58 period? Farm prices and incomes 
would have dropped, say these authors. With-
holding grain did have the effect of raising prices 
and incomes in this period. But is it possible we 
have only borrowed this increase from the future? 
by Geoffrey Shepherd, Francis Kutish, Don Kaldor, 
Richard Heifner and Arnold Paulsen 
T HE LARGE STOCKS of feed grains that have been accu-
mulating in CCC storage in recent 
years have grown still larger in 
1959. The farming industry seems 
to have a bear by the tail, and it 
doesn't quite know how to let go 
-or what would happen if it did. 
Questions are being raised 
about whether farmers might not 
have been better off if there had 
not been a loan and storage pro-
gram for feed grains in the first 
place-and whether the program 
should be ended and prices re-
turned to the free market. 
Main interest, of course, cen-
ters on the possible effects on 
prices and farm income in the ab-
sence of such a program. What 
would have happened, for exam-
ple, to farm income and livestock 
prices if feed grain price supports 
had been enough lower so that 
feed grain carryover wouldn't 
have grown any larger after 19 5 2? 
Intensified research by the Ex-
periment Station and the Center 
for Agricultural and Economic 
Adjustment at Iowa State throws 
some light on this question. 
Let's look at this question in 
three steps: ( 1) How much would 
livestock production have in-
creased if the large amounts of 
corn and other feed grains that 
went into storage during 1952-58 
had been fed to livestock instead? 
THE AUTHORS are all of the Department 
of Economics and Sociology and the Center 
for Agricu ltura l and Economic Adjustment. 
The research was partly financed with re· 
gional NCM-11 fund s. 
( 2) How much lower would live-
stock prices have had to be to in-
duce consumers to eat the larger 
supplies of meat, milk and eggs? 
( 3) What would have happened 
to farm income from livestock as 
a result of the lower prices? 
Grain, Livestock Effects • • 
Each year from 1952 to 1958, 
from 4 to 10 million tons of feed 
grains were added to the carry-
over. These amounts-averaging 
6.3 percent of the total annual 
consumption by livestock-went 
into storage, rather than into live-
stock. 
What would have happened if 
this additional amount had been 
fed to livestock each year? All 
classes of livestock wouldn't have 
been able to increase consumption 
of feed grains by the same per-
centage. Production of some kinds 
of livestock is more easily ex-
panded than others. Also, feed 
grains make up a different per-
centage of the total feed for each 
kind of livestock. 
Our judgment is that the in-
crease in the supply of beef cattle 
in response to more and lower-
priced feed grains over the past 
7 years would have been small. 
Among other factors, feed grains 
make up a small proportion of 
the total feed required for the 
nation's beef herd, and the supply 
of rangeland where most beef cat-
tle are produced is relatively fixed. 
Still, we estimated that 15 percent 
of the average annual surplus 
would be used for beef cattle. 
The situation would have been 
different for hogs, broilers and 
turkeys. Numbers of hogs and 
turkeys could be increased within 
a year; broilers, in about 3 
months. Feed grains make up a 
large proportion of the total ra-
tion for hogs and poultry, so more 
and cheaper feed grains would 
quickly stimulate production. It's 
likely, therefore, that a large share 
of the increase in consumption of 
feed grains would have gone into 
hogs, broilers and turkeys. 
Generally, the prices of all 
livestock and livestock products 
would have been lower from 1952 
to 1958 if we had fed our feed 
grain stocks. Though total beef 
consumption, for example, would 
have had to increase only 1 per-
cent-or less than a pound per 
person-to use up the increased 
supply, cattle prices would have 
been about 5 percent lower. This 
is mainly because pork supplies 
would have been substantially 
larger. Beef prices would have 
declined to prevent a reduced 
beef consumption because of a 
substitution of pork for beef. 
Pork prices would have dropped 
almost 19 percent-mainly be-
cause the supply of pork would 
have increased sharply, nearly 
7 0 percent. Egg and poultry 
prices would have dropped about 
13 percent, mostly because all 
meats would have been in larger 
supply and cheaper than usual. 
Poultry and eggs seem to be "fill-
in" foods for red meat, and their 
prices drop sharply when all meat 
supplies increase. 
The estimated drop in total in-
come from the sale of livestock 
and livestock products would have 
been slightly over 6 percent. But 
since production would have in-
creased, gross income wouldn't 
have been reduced as much as 
the prices. 
Add in Wheat • 
So far, we've considered only 
feed grains. But it's likely that, 
if we hadn't permitted the stocks 
of feed grains to increase, we 
wouldn't have permitted wheat 
stocks to increase either. If, in 
other words, we'd put all of the 
current production of feed grains 
on the market during 1952-1958, 
we'd have done the same thing 
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for wheat. In that case, the price 
of wheat would have fallen to 
feed grain levels, and large quan-
tities of wheat would have been 
used for this purpose. 
Most of the extra wheat would 
have been fed to livestock. The 
demand for wheat for human food 
doesn't change much, and hardly 
any more would have been used 
for human food in the United 
States, even at very low prices. 
Also, if we had cut the price of 
wheat in foreign markets, Can-
ada, Argentina and Australia 
probably would have matched our 
price cuts. Thus, we'd have sold 
only a little more abroad. 
For practical purposes, adding 
the net additions to wheat storage 
during 1952-58 to the 6.3-percent 
increase in feed grains would 
have meant that consumption by 
livestock would have been 10.3 
percent larger than it actually 
was. 
Hog production then would have 
been about 12 percent larger; 
poultry production, about 10 per-
cent larger. The nation's farms 
had the capacity to produce this 
volume of livestock production 
without difficulty. But the total 
value of the larger pig crops 
would have been about 22 percent 
lower than the value of the 
smaller pig crops that actually 
were marketed in 1952-1958. The 
total value of all livestock pro-
duction would have been reduced 
about 100 percent. 
Is This the Case? 
The estimates we've just out-
lined are based on the assumption 
that production of feed grains 
and wheat wouldn't have changed 
much in response to the lower 
prices and incomes that would 
have resulted from the higher 
rates of feed consumption. 
Some observers, however, dis-
agree with this assumption. Some 
say that lower feed grains and 
wheat prices would have reduced 
their production - that farmers 
would have produced less in re-
sponse to lower prices. Others 
say, though, that it would have 
increased production-that farm-
ers would have produced more in 
an attempt to offset the lower 
prices. 
Our own belief is that, over the 
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period as a whole, some initial 
changes in production would have 
taken place as feed grain and 
wheat prices declined and as pro-
ducers shifted some acreage to 
competing crops. But this shift 
to other crops would quickly have 
reduced their prices, too. So the 
prices of most farin products 
would have been reduced in 
roughly similar proportions. Un-
der these conditions-since there's 
not much "give" in total acreage 
-we believe that total feed grains 
and wheat production wouldn't 
have changed much either way. 
lnc:ome Changes • • . 
As indicated earlier, livestock 
prices would have been lower if 
we'd fed the stocks of wheat and 
feed grains accumulated during 
1952-1958. To bring about in-
creased livestock feeding and pro-
duction (with consequently lower 
livestock prices), feed grain prices 
would have had to be about 24 
percent lower than they were. 
Corn prices would have averaged 
about $1 rather than $1.32 per 
bushel. Wheat prices would have 
dropped to a level about 10 per-
cent higher than feed grains, or 
from $1.98 to $1.11 per bushel. 
Lower grain prices would have 
reduced the incomes of farmers 
selling grain and reduced the costs 
of farmers buying grain. Some 
who normally sell feed grains 
would have fed the grains instead. 
Many specialized wheat farmers 
would have continued to produce 
wheat for sale, however, and a 
large proportion would have been 
sold off the farm. Thus, the ef-
fects on income would have been 
vastly different between farms in 
the Great Plains and farms in the 
Corn Belt, as well as between 
cash-grain farmers and livestock 
farmers. 
From the standpoint of income 
from both livestock and feed 
grains, we estimate that net farm 
income would have dropped about 
33 percent from what it was dur-
ing the 1952-58 period. Cash re-
ceipts from livestock made up 54 
percent of total cash receipts in 
agriculture during this period. 
Production in this large sector of 
agriculture would have expanded 
in volume--but the value of this 
production would have decreased 
in absolute terms if we'd fed the 
stocks. Income from feed and 
food grains would have decreased 
sharply, and this would have con-
tributed almost as much to the 
decline in cash receipts as would 
livestock. Total cash receipts 
would have averaged about 3 0 
billion dollars less during the pe-
riod. 
Cash expenses would have re-
mained about constant during 
1952-58 if we had fed, rather than 
accumulated, stocks. Increased 
livestock volume would have in-
creased the cost of purchased feed. 
But lower livestock prices would 
have reduced the cost of pur-
chased livestock. The net change 
in total cash expenditures might 
have been about 1 percent. 
Though receipts would have 
declined about 110 percent-and 
costs by 1 percent-net income 
would have declined 33 percent. 
Net income is quite vulnerable 
to changes in gross income; costs 
tend to remain steady, so net in-
come then must absorb all of the 
change in gross income. 
The Future? 
There's a danger in assuming 
that the higher prices and in-
comes that resulted from storage 
and price supports being set above 
long-run equilibrium levels dur-
ing 1952-58 are all net gain. With 
the possible exception of some 
satellites, what goes up must 
come down. 
Withholding large quantities of 
grains from the market raised 
prices and incomes while the 
stocks were accumulating. But 
stocks can't go on increasing for-
ever. Sooner or later, they'll reach 
the limit of public support. If the 
public begins to believe that agri-
culture - and the nation as a 
whole--may get more for its 
money spent in other ways, and 
acts on that belief, the size of the 
stocks will begin to decline. 
Presumably, the decline in the 
stocks will depress prices and in-
comes by just about as much as 
the accumulation of the stocks 
raised them in the first place. In 
effect, the 1952-58 increase in in-
come may only have been bor-
rowed from the future, and, in 
one way or another, it may have 
to be paid back. 
The pathway to farm ownership seldom has been an easy one. And along 
with some of the changes in the pattern of Iowa farm land ownership, we 
find that the ways in which owners acquire their land are changing, too. 
by Roger W. Strohbehn and John F. Timmons 
T HE ROAD to farm ownership has often been difficult for 
Iowa farm operators ever since 
settlement days. But the road has 
been improved over the years by 
various public programs to help 
farm operators gain ownership of 
their land. 
The Land Sales Act of 1820, 
the Pre-emption Act of 1841, the 
Homestead Act of 1862, the Fed-
eral Land Bank Act of 1916, the 
Farm Credit Act of 1933 and the 
Bankhead-Jones Act of 1937 have 
highlighted federal legislation in 
this area. States also have en-
couraged land ownership by farm-
ers by enacting homestead and 
moratoria laws. And federal and 
. state agencies have had research 
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and educational programs to aid 
and encourage owner-operator-
ship. 
The struggle for farm owner-
ship continues today. Rising land 
prices- plus the larger size farms 
permitted by modern technology 
- have meant that potential own-
ers must accumulate more capital 
than before. One result has been 
that farm property transfers with-
in families and low-equity financ-
ing arrangements, such as install-
ment land contracts, are becoming 
more important in transferring or 
acquiring farm ownership. 
To get a fairly complete picture 
of how Iowa farm operators are 
currently acquiring ownership, we 
conducted a statewide survey in 
1958. This article summarizes 
some of the results from that sur-
vey. 
How Obtained? 
According to our survey, 49 
percent of all owners acquired 
their land wholly or partly within 
their families. This is a slight in-
crease from the 46-percei:i.t figure 
found when we conducted a sim-
ilar study in 1946. But it does 
lend support to the old adage, 
" the surest way to farm owner-
ship is through inheritance and 
marriage." 
We found that women owners 
generally acquired ownership in 
different ways than did men own-
ers. Two-thirds of the women ac-
quired land within their families. 
The comparable percentage for 
men owners was 45 percent. 
Chart 1 shows more specifically 
how men and women owners ac-
quired ownership. We considered 
joint ownership of land by hus-
band and wife to be controlled or 
managed by the husband. So land 
held in this manner is included in 
the men-owner group. 
The greater use of methods 
involving gifts or inheritances 
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among women is mainly because 
many women outlive their hus-
bands and receive land owned by 
their husbands through the in-
heritance process. 
Occupations of the owners are 
closely related to the ways they 
acquired land ownership. Women 
and business and professional peo-
ple acquired land most frequently 
through gifts or inheritance. 
Three-fifths of the women and 
two-fifths of the business and pro-
fessional owners reported receiv-
ing gifts and inheritances of land. 
For farm operators, the propor-
tion was one-fourth. For retired 
farm operators, the proportion 
was one-third. 
Tenure also is related to the 
methods by which ownership was 
acquired. We classified owners 
into four tenure groups: ( 1) 
owner-operators operating all of 
the land they own; ( 2) part-
owner operators who own part of 
the land they operate and rent 
some additional land; ( 3) oper-
ator-landlords, operating part of 
their land and renting some to 
others; and ( 4) nonoperating-
landlords who do not operate any 
of the land they own. 
Using this classification, 39 
percent of the operator landlords 
obtained land by methods involv-
ing gifts or inheritance. Owner-
operators and part-owner oper-
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Purcbase from t>Oth 
, relatives and nonrelatives 
Combinations involving 
gifts or inlieritances 
ators generally were alike, and 
more than four-fifths purchased 
their land. 
Among nonoperating landlords, 
one-fifth of them acquired land 
through combinations involving 
gifts or inheritance. The main im-
plication here is that many of the 
nonoperating landlords acquired 
ownership of the land without 
actively seeking it. As a result, 
they may not be as interested in 
the operation and maintenance of 
the farm as are owners who 
bought land or who operate the 
land, regardless of how they ac-
quired ownership. 
Family assistance through gifts 
or inheritance other than land is 
another important factor. Nearly 
3 7 percent of all owners reported 
receiving such assistance. And, of 
this group, 60 percent reported 
using such gifts or inheritances 
especially for land purchase or 
land improvement. Not all of the 
recipients of nonland resources 
used them directly for the pur-
chase of land. It may be assumed, 
however, that gifts used anywhere 
in farm operations have at least 
indirectly helped the operators ac-
quire land. 
Gifts and inheritance are af-
fected to a large extent by age. 
Owners in the older age groups, 
particularly women and retired 
farmers, received relatively more 
nonland gifts and inheritances 
than other groups. How these 
nonland gifts and inheritances are 
used, however, depends more im-
portantly on the various interests 
of the person receiving them. 
Closer associations with farming 
by operators, retired farmers and 
their wives or widows are respon-
sible for their greater use of non-
land gifts for buying or improving 
land as compared with those not 
so closely associated with farm-
ing. 
The information gathered in 
our survey shows that inheritances 
other than land are playing im-
portant roles in the plans of many 
young farm families seeking 
ownership of the land they oper-
ate. 
Age at Ownership • • • 
Land can't be purchased until 
an iridividual has had sufficient 
time to accumulate a down pay-
ment. This period varies for dif-
ferent persons according to their 
capabilities, family help and eco-
nomic conditions. 
For 71 percent of the owners in 
our survey, the first opportunity 
to own land came -between the 
ages of 25 and 44. These owners 
were about equally divided be-
tween age groups 25-34 and 35-44. 
Owners who received all of 
their land through gifts or inherit-
ances generally were older when 
they first acquired land than were 
owners who acquired their land 
by other means. About 30 per-
cent of those who obtained all of 
their land by gifts or inheritance 
were 45 years of age or older be-
fore they acquired ownership. Ex-
cept for this group, however, the 
ages of first ownership for all 
other groups were quite similar. 
So it seems that the method used 
has little bearing on the age at 
which an owner first acquired 
land, except for inheritances and 
gifts. 
Finance Methods 
Most of Iowa's farm owners in 
1958 held their land free of debt 
(see chart 2) . The remaining two-
fff ths of the owners reported 
mortgages or other real estate 
debts. 
The drop in farm income lately 
has been reflected in a greater use 
of credit-both for farm opera-
tions and for real estate pur-
chases. Increased real estate loan 
activity is evident in the expan-
sion in the use of farm mort-
gages and installment land con-
tracts. Since 19 50 all major 
sources of farm credit have 
greatly increased the amount of 
outstanding loans. The largest in-
creases have been by lenders spe-
cializing in low-equity financing. 
The installment land contract is 
one means of low-equity financing. 
This was the method being used 
by 15 percent of the owners mak-
ing payments on their farms in 
1958. The total outstanding debt 
for this group of owners, however, 
makes up 22 percent of the debt 
of all owners. 
Land contracts are a greater 
risk to both the buyer and seller 
because of the low equity in-
volved. (See "Land Contract or 
Mortgage?" in the November is-
sue or reprint FS-836.) Land 
contracts are sometimes made 
with little or no down payment. 
With a contract, the title of a 
farm usually doesn't pass to the 
buyer until he attains a substan-
tial equity in the farm- and some-
times not until the last installment 
is paid. 
.\ buyer who defaults on a par-
ticular payment may forfeit his 
down payment and all previous 
installments. This makes the use 
of the installment contract more 
attractive in areas where the sys-
tems of farming (such as dairy-
ing) maintain a relatively steady 
income. And information gath-
ered in our survey indicates that 
owners in northeastern Iowa have 
made the greatest use of land con-
tracts. Owners in the western and 
central areas appeared to be the 
most reluctant to finance farms 
by this method-or at least pref er 
to use a mortgage. 
Owners using land contracts 
were younger, on the average, 
than those using mortgages as a 
means of acquiring ownership. 
About a third of the owners using 
land contracts were under 3 5 
years of age. Of the mortgaged 
owners, only 4 percent were 35 or 
less. At the other extreme, two-
fif ths of the mortgaged owners 
were over 55 years old, but only 8 
percent using land contracts were 
over 55. 
Future Plans 
The plans reported by 19 5 8 
owners for trans£ erring their farm 
property in the future provide 
some insight as to possible changes 
in acquisition methods (see 
table) . Very few farm owners re-
ported actual transfer of all or 
part of their holdings to the next 
generation-in spite of possible 
savings in income and death taxes. 
Almost three-fourths of the 
owners, however, reported having 
made wills covering the disposi-
tion of their land, and another 15 
percent reported making definite 
plans to transfer ownership in 
their land. These findings indi-
cate substantial progress in farm 
estate planning in Iowa since 
1946. During the 12 years since, 
the proportion of farm owners 
reporting transfer plans has 
doubled. 
Within-family transfer plans made by low& 
farm owners. 
Owners with transfer plans 
Type of transfer plan 1946 1958 
Have transferred land ................ 3% 2% 
Have mad e wills .......................... 31 58 
Have othe r definite plans ····--- 15 
TOTAL owners with tra nsfer 
pla ns ...................... ...................... 34 75 
In total, the findings on future 
plans indicate that within-family 
farm ownership trans£ ers may 
continue to increase as a means of 
obtaining farm ownership. But as 
heirs or prospective heirs of farm 
owners move into nonfarm em-
ployment, the ownership of farm-
land may be expected to shift 
more toward nonoperating land-
lords. 
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WhatS Behind It? 
"It ain't what you don't know that hurts you; it's what you know that ain't so." 
- Attributed to Josh Billings. 
by Leon E. Thompson 
FIVE OR 10 years ago, many folks were "sure" about 
what should be done to improve governmental farm 
policy. Remember the "high" versus "flexible" parity 
argument? That usually was good for a heated discus-
sion. There also was a group that was solidly behind 
acreage controls. And another group maintained that all 
agriculture needed was a prosperous urban economy to 
use up farm products. 
Time has softened many of these once-firm convictions. 
Farmers seemed to produce all they could- whether sup-
ports were high or low. Acreage controls on some crops 
merely led to shifts of acreage to other crops. And, 
despite national prosperity, farm surpluses kept growing. 
Meanwhile, other convictions or hopes have moved 
into prominence: Perhaps advertising and promotion 
will lead people to eat more. Feed the needy in this 
country. Ship our surpluses overseas to feed the hungry 
people of Africa, Asia and South America. Let's make 
alcohol from the surplus feed grains and use it to run 
our cars and tractors. 
How realistic are these hopes? In any of these ap-
proaches-promotion, welfare distribution, exports, in-
LEON E. THOMPSON is ass istant exte nsion editor and a membe r 
of the staff of the C enter for Agricultura l and Economic Adjust-
ment. 
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dustrial uses-is there a chance to work out from under 
the pile of farm surpluses? Or, if these hopes prove 
futile, will farm families and the rest of American society 
have to make the hard choice between stringent controls 
or a free market? 
Getting Answers 
To help determine the effects of different kinds of farm 
policy proposals before they're tried .or put to use, the 
Center for Agricultural and Economic Adjustment at 
Iowa State has collected information and sponsored re-
search in farm policy. 
The Center sponsored a workshop on feed-livestock 
problems and a seminar on the demand for farm products 
during the past year. Production and marketing spe-
cialists, economists and others studied farm prospects 
and farm policy problems. From the mass of assembled 
data and information, it was possible to agree on a num-
ber of conclusions. 
This article is the first in a new series on the farm 
problem and farm policy. A large part of the series is 
drawn from information and data brought together as a 
result of the activities of the Center for Agricultural and 
Economic Adjustment. The series, as a whole, will at-
tempt to answer the many questions that, both farm 
families and urban families are asking about farm prob-
lems and farm policy. And we'll try to answer them as 
simply and directly as possible on the basis of informa-
tion now available. 
"First, just what's this farm problem 
all about?" 
Like many other problems, the farm problem runs 
deeper and extends much further than it appears on the 
surface. Two reasons for public concern about agricul-
ture seem to stand out. 
One-Many people, including farm families, are con-
cerned about the cost of the present federal farm pro-
gram. 
Two--Farm families ' real incomes in recent years 
have generally been declining, while earnings in the rest 
of the economy have increased steadily. 
The index of "real incomes" in agriculture, figured in 
terms of 1947-49 dollars, went down from 96 in 1950-51 
to 84 in 1957. The real incomes of industrial workers, 
on the other hand, climbed from 110 to 129 in the same 
period. 
And, while the real incomes of farmers were going 
down, their production was going up. Total farm output 
increased 10 percent from 1951 to 1957. This occurred 
in spite of a 20-percent drop in farm prices, a 5-percent 
increase in prices paid by farmers and a 19-percent de-
crease in net income per farm. 
Feed grain production increased substantially during 
this period. In 1953 , for example, production of feed 
grains--corn, oats, barley and grain sorghums--was 
1170 million tons. The production in 1958 was more 
than 15 7 0 million tons. Part of this increase reflects 
the use of former wheat and cotton acres diverted to feed 
grains, and part is due to farmers ' increased production 
capacity. Also 1958 was a particularly good crop year. 
"What's the reason for this increased 
output?" 
About half of the increased output can be credited to 
greater crop production per acre. And about half of 
this increase has come from increased fertilizer use. 
Better seed, better weed and insect killers, improved 
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machinery and better conservation practices also have 
helped to raise production per acre. 
About a fourth of the total added output came from 
increased livestock volume. The other fourth is accounted 
for by the use of tractors and other power machinery 
to replace horses and mules. This replacement- now vir-
tually complete- allowed production acres used previ-
ously to feed working livestock to be used for the 
production of cash crops or feed for other livestock. 
"With more· farm products to sell, 
shouldn't farme•r.s. be taking in more 
money?" 
It often doesn't work out this way for farmers. Their 
products are used mainly for food and other direct 
human consumption. These products are essential to life 
itself. But once people's needs are satisfied, the market 
for any excess is limited. The human stomach doesn't 
stretch much. Or, as economists put it, the demand for 
most farm products is "inelastic." 
Because of this, farm commodity prices usually are 
depressed sharply by any surplus produced. As hog pro-
ducers have found out, for example, when hog supplies 
are increased by 1 percent, the market prices received 
by farmers drop 10 -2 percent. A 10-percent increase 
in hog supplies can drive prices down as much as 20 per-
cent. 
"If farmers receive less money from a 
larg·e crop than from a smaller one, why 
don't the·y raise less -- selling only 
what the market will take at a 'fair' 
price?" 
Agriculture is made up of millions of individual firms-
usually each with its own self-employed manager. Get-
ting these millions of farmers, scattered all over the 
United States, to agree on a universal limitation of pro-
duction is just about impossible. 
Further, each individual farm operator knows that 
what he does (as one individual) won't affect the pro-
duction plans of others or the final total emtput. There-
fore, even when he knows that total production will be 
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high enough to drop prices and reduce his profit margin, 
say, from 10 cents to 5 cents a bushel, there's a very 
apparent fact to him: So long as the total production 
will drop the price enough to drop his profit margin 
5 cents for each bushel he produces, he (as an individual) 
will be better off producing as many bushels as he can 
for the lower profit margin than by producing fewer 
bushels for a profit margin that's going to drop no matter 
what he, as one person, does! 
"Hasn't the, federal government been 
trying to help farmers limit their 
production?" 
The aim of certain government farm programs has 
been to limit the production of certain crops. But history 
shows that these attempts haven't been very successful. 
Acreage allotments have been in effect on some crops. 
Since a farmer's main job is to produce, however, he still 
attempts to do his best to get top production from his 
acreage allotment. Also, the acreage withheld from the 
production of a specified crop usually has simply been 
planted to other crops. So, in total, acreage allotments 
have reduced farm production only slightly, if at all. 
Acreage allotments also have another effect-of shift-
ing acres from the crop under allotment to crops not 
under allotment. Allotments for cotton, for example, led 
many farmers in the South and Southwest to shift former 
cotton acres to corn and grain sorghums. This added 
both to the feed-grain surplus and to the already exist-
ing problems of farmers in the Midwest. 
In addition, there's a basic conflict of interests when-
ever the federal government sets acreage allotments for 
crops. The interests of society as a whole are best served 
when there's a plentiful supply of food. But when the 
plentiful supply grows into a surplus, farm commodity 
prices and farm families' incomes are sharply reduced. 
The government has tried to accommodate some of 
this conflict of interests by offering government storage 
for some farm products. The government storage pro-
grams haven't worked perfectly, though they've per-
formed their principal function so far. But these 
programs become the targets of criticism at a point when 
the government-held stocks tie up considerable amounts 
of public tax money. 
"With thi,s conflict of int·er;e,sts, it 
looks1 as though we might neve,r be able 
to satisfy both the gene.ral public and 
farmers. Why not let everything alone 
( le1t the free mM>ket s.e.t pric.e,s ; if the 
going ge1t ,s. to.o rough for some farmeirs, 
then the.y' 11 just have to get out of 
farming)?" 
Many people firmly believe that this is the answer. 
They feel that the government should cease its efforts to 
give farm families price and income protection. 
But there are also many others who think that the 
government has some obligation to the farming industry. 
One argument is that large sections of labor and industry 
consistently are able to obtain price and income con-
cessions for themselves by using their bargaining power. 
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This is reflected to the farming industry through higher 
costs that must be paid by farm families for production 
items and family living. 
Another argument goes like this: It has been national 
policy-at times unconscious but usually purposeful-to 
encourage plentiful food supplies. Examples include the 
Homestead Act, the land-grant college system and the 
large program of government-sponsored research and edu-
cation. Much of this has had, among other effects, that 
of raising production. 
The nation as a whole benefits substantially from gains 
in production and efficiency-whether in agriculture or 
other industries. Unless a nation frees a large proportion 
of its workers from the task of producing subsistence 
goods, there can never be enough labor available to pro-
duce the additional kinds of goods and services that 
make up a high standard of living. This is one of the 
problems that the USSR and many other nations are 
seeking to overcome. In the United States, the "average" 
American farmer now produces enough food for himself 
and 23 other persons. 
One of the major benefits to consumers, however, is in 
the unfailing supply of nutritious, high-quality food at 
reasonable prices. Consumers in the United States eat a 
diet unequaled in any other country in the world. And 
they pay for their high-quality diet with a smaller per-
centage of their incomes than in any other country in the 
world. American emphasis on agricultural production 
has brought high-quality bargain diets to American con-
sumers. 
This argument then concludes: Society as a whole 
gains the major benefits from any policy for a plentiful 
agriculture. So isn't it the responsibility of society to 
pay for the support of that policy rather than letting the 
impact of agricultural plenty fall on the farming industry 
alone? 
"All during the postwar p·eriod, our 
p,opulation has been rapidly increas,ing. 
Shouldlil!'t thi1s he,lp farme.r.s?" 
The added population has helped-but not enough to 
keep pace with the growth in farm productivity. Popu-
lation has been growing at the rate of about 10 percent 
a year in recent years. But farm production has been 
growing at the rate of about 2 percent a year. 
"Haven't we. been forgetting about the 
hungry people, out.side our country? 
Can we, really say that we have, a f ·arm 
surplus when people anywher1e in the 
world are starving?" 
This brings up a different and very important area in 
considering present and future farm policy-that of ex-
panding demand. Involved here are not only political 
and economic considerations but humanitarian principles 
and United States foreign policy as well. 
We'll take up the problem of expanding demand 
(through domestic food stamp plans, exports, shipments 
under Public Law 480 and the hope of many people-
expanded industrial uses) in one of the forthcoming 
issues. 
Plan 
Management 
Into 
Kitchen 
Storage 
and 
Counter Space 
Proper planning is the key to getting the greatest possible satisfac-
tion from your kitchen. If you're thinking of remodeling or building 
a kitchen, now's the time to consider and plan for your family's needs. 
by Mary Pickett 
T HE KITCHEN of ten is called 
the "heart of the home." Is 
yours? Do you and your family 
spend many hours in this area? 
If so, you'll want to get the most 
satisfaction possible from your in-
vestment in this important room 
-particularly if you're thinking 
of building or remodeling. 
Proper planning is the key. 
Often the things that dissatisfy us 
about our kitchens are things that 
could have been avoided by devel-
oping a plan to meet the needs of 
our family. Things like inade-
quate counter and storage space, 
equipment located without regard 
MARY PICKETT is assistant professor, 
household equipment and home economics 
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to storage and counter spaces, and 
too great a distance between ap-
pliances are some of the common 
troublespots. Through planning 
many of these problems can be 
spotted and prevented so as to fit 
a kitchen for routine patterns of 
work. 
Suppose you plan to build or 
remodel a kitchen, what can be 
done to get the best kitchen plan 
possible for you and your family? 
The answer: Follow a logical pro-
cedure in planning, keeping your 
family and its needs always in 
mind. Only you and your family 
know what your particular needs 
are--and deciding this may even 
be a challenging problem for you. 
Like any other problem, though, 
it can only be solved as you take 
the time to develop a plan step-
by-step. 
The storage space and work 
, counter areas are important ele-
ments when you spend many 
hours in the kitchen. What do you 
know about your own special 
needs? In many homes, the num-
ber of items used in the kitchen 
increases almost daily. And stor-
age space must be provided for 
these items. 
Your own experience will be a 
valuable asset as you try to de-
termine the basic space needs. 
Don't overlook the fact that val-
uable space in your present kitch-
en may be cluttered with items 
that haven't paid for their keep. 
With experience as a starting 
point, you'll want to consider with 
the family how these basic space 
needs fit into the over-all family 
values and goals. As we seek to 
get the most from life, we're con-
stantly considering the impor-
tance to our families of such fac-
tors as convenience, comfort, 
health, safety, beauty, friendship 
and economy. These factors also 
are important as you plan your 
kitchen so that your family may 
receive the greatest possible bene-
fits. As an example, a homemaker 
who places a high premium on 
convenience will want to plan ade-
quate, well-arranged storage space 
and counter areas. If this is true 
for you, consider how you can 
acquire this without sacrificing 
other things important to your 
family. 
Remember to keep these deci-
sions in line with the long-time 
goals that are important to your 
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family. Just what really is im-
portant, and how will possible 
changes through the years alter 
these family goals? These deci-
sions aren't easy to make. In the 
answer, however, is the secret to 
how effectively your family will 
be able to use and enjoy the 
kitchen. 
What Resources? 
After you've decided what you 
want to do, begin to take stock of 
the resources that may be used to 
obtain your goals. Of course 
you'll be investing money, but 
you'll also invest other valuable 
resources in this project. Many 
human rescmrces of time, energy, 
interests, abilities, skills and atti-
tudes will be used as you plan the 
storage and counter area for your 
kitchen and carry out the plan. 
Another resource which may be 
tapped, and which should be quite 
useful, is information available in 
the community. You'll find that 
there are many sources of infor-
mation to guide you in planning 
the storage . space and counter 
area in your kitchen-such as 
publications made available by 
the Extension Service, colleges 
and universities. Information 
from general magazines, appliance 
dealers, lumber yards, etc., can be 
helpful, too. 
Your family may have varying 
amounts of particular resources 
at its disposal. A limitation of 
any one of these, money for ex-
ample, may greatly influence your 
decisions about buying storage 
and ·counter facilities. For ex-
ample, if the money available for 
such a purpose is limited, you 
may choose to acquire individual 
storage units as you can afford 
them over a period of time--or 
you may choose to buy less ex-
pensive units which have special 
features . Regardless of the de-
sires of the family, such a limita-
tion will naturally influence the 
kinds of choices you make. 
Budgeting Resources • 
As your family gains a more 
complete understanding of its re-
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sources, the next question is, 
"How much of each of these re-
sources should be spent for stor-
age and counter facilities in the 
new kitchen?" Guides which may 
help you are based on principles 
drawn from economics. Such 
guides point out that there are 
different ways to solve any prob-
lem and will help you understand 
what the results will be should 
you choose one or another of 
these ways. 
• When considering the stor-
age space and counter area in the 
kitchen, one guiding question that 
may be asked is, "How much 
storage and counter space do you 
need?" At what point would the 
amount be too much in terms of 
the activities, the space to be 
cared for and the investment re-
quired for these units? Too much 
storage or counter space may ac-
tually result in inefficiency by in-
creasing the distance you travel 
in doing your work and by en-
couraging the accumulation of 
clutter. An application of this 
guide disproves the saying, " If a 
little is good, more is better." 
• Another question which may 
guide your decision is related to 
the total spending of your family. 
Each time you use resources for 
one item of consumption, an equal 
amount must be subtracted from 
another item or use. The ques-
tion is, "Which use will bring you 
the greatest satisfaction relative 
to the costs involved?" For ex-
ample, if you spend a certain 
amount of money for storage 
space and counter area in the 
kitchen, you won't have this 
amount to spend on some other 
item of family living. So, to be 
realistic, you'll want to consider 
all the phases of your living when 
you start planning for a new or 
remodeled kitchen. 
Consider whether the expendi-
ture for this space will bring you 
the greatest satisfaction at this 
time and in the future. Such an 
approach to your problem may be 
worth its weight in gold in terms 
of the satisfactions you'll eventu-
ally receive from your final deci-
sion. Many mistakes can often be 
prevented at this stage in the 
planning. 
• A third question is, "What 
items of family living can be pur-
chased with the available re-
sources of your family?" For ex-
ample, what can the family buy 
when its total sum of money is 
a specific amount-such as $500? 
Which combinations of items of 
family living may be obtained 
with this amount and be equally 
satisfying to the family? This 
isn't a simple problem for most 
families. Usually the money avail-
able is limited, and there are 
many items competing for the 
family dollars. At this point your 
family should definitely decide 
just how much they will spend for 
each item of family living. 
The answers to these questions 
will help you get the most from 
the resources you decide to invest 
in kitchen storage and counter 
area. And answers will also guide 
you when you move on to the next 
stage of planning for the space 
needs. 
Blueprint for Action . . . 
Just as an architect's blueprint 
is worked out in careful detail to 
show the finished structure, so 
should your plan for your finished 
kitchen be carefully worked out. 
The following steps will help you 
plan surely and accurately. 
1. Draw your floor plan. If 
you're remodeling, use the meas-
urements of your present kitchen 
or any space that can be gained 
in remodeling. If you're planning 
to build, draw your plan from the 
architect's or builder's blueprint. 
A scale of Yz inch to the foot 
makes a convenient working 
drawing. With large equipment 
sketched in, you can see the space 
that will be available for other 
uses. 
2. List the family activities 
carried on in the kitchen, then re-
arrange your list in order of im-
portance. The frequency of any 
activity is a major factor in de-
Ref. 
,r--------Y------t.=-----~--, .. .. , .... ~ ----
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"L" shape assembly "U" shape assembly 
One-Wall assembly 
~---------z ' ----------? \ ,,, .. 
It's estimated that the kitchen averages about 
one-fourth of the total cost of a house. If so, it's 
wise to make the most efficient use of resources 
in planning the kitchen. The following recom-
mendations have been proposed, as the result of 
extensive research, to help you make the best use 
of your money, time and energy plus having the 
satisfactions which go with having adequate 
work, counter and storage space. Letters corre-
spond to those on the sketches. 
', ,,, .. "' T.. :{/ 
', ,,, .. "' 
' ,,, .. 
' "' 'v"' 
Corridor type assembly 
Counter: 
a-2 feet of counter for serving next to range 
b-3 to 31/i feet of counter to the le~ of the sink 
c-3 to 4 feet of counter to the right of the sink 
d-3 to 4 feet of counter for mixing 
Storage: 
9 linear feet of wall storage frontage 
12 to 131/i feet of base cabinet frontage 
The distances from the center of one appliance to the center of another can 
guide you in their location so that the distances aren't too great for travel. 
x-distance from center front of range to center front of sink, 4-6 feet 
y-distance from center front of sink to center front of refrigerator, 4-7 feet 
z-distance from center front of refrigerator to center front of range, 4-9 feet 
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termining its importance. Since 
feeding the family is the primary 
function performed in a kitchen, 
food preparation activities are 
high on almost anyone's list. 
3. Check each activity on your 
list that requires storage or coun-
ter space. Label with an s each 
activity that require storage space, 
and use a c for counter space. 
4. Define your own meal pat-
terns-this means, figure out the 
types of meals you serve your 
family. Generally these are quite 
uniform within a family. Keeping 
a record of menus (including 
snacks and party foods) for a 
week or two will enable you to see 
your pattern. 
5. From the same menus, list 
types of foods frequently, less fre-
quently and seldom prepared. 
6. List the processes involved 
-paring, stirring, rolling, chop-
ping, etc. And note the frequency 
of the different processes. 
7. List the tools and equipment 
you use (or expect to acquire) to 
perform the food preparation ac-
tivities. Indicate sizes and num-
bers where pertinent. 
8. Now list the food supplies 
you must store in the kitchen cup-
boards. While you're working 
with this list, star the foods you 
usually buy in a prepared or semi-
prepared form. These require 
little counter space for prepara-
tion. 
9. Now you're ready to con-
sider the storage space needed. 
Here are some guides that will 
help you in deciding the best loca-
tion and placement for each item 
in your kitchen. 
-Store together the items that 
are used together-staple grocer-
ies, mixing tools and measuring 
cups by the mixing counter; fry 
pans, meat forks and hot pads by 
the range. 
- Keep all parts of any piece 
of equipment together-those of 
the food chopper, for example. 
-Stack or nest only articles 
that are alike (so you'll always be 
taking the ones from the top) or 
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those generally used at the same 
time, such as serving dishes, or 
items used infrequently, like tur-
key platters. 
-Store packages in single rows 
with the narrow edges toward the 
front. Put duplicates or rarely 
used supplies behind. Give pri-
ority for the easy-to-reach space 
to things that are small, frequent-
ly used, heavy or hard to grasp. 
10. If you're interested in do-
ing efficient, though detailed, 
planning of your storage space, 
cut wrapping paper in strips as 
wide as the inside depth of the 
cupboards you will likely use. 
Then lay out your items to be 
stored and move them around 
until you find an arrangement 
that suits you. Here are some 
minimum dimensions you may 
want to follow: 
- Rigid or fragile articles, such 
as dishes, need 0 inch more than 
their widest dimension. The 
widest article to be stored on a 
shelf determines the minimum 
shelf depth. 
-To grasp heavy, rigid articles 
that must be lift~d with two 
hands, you'll need an extra inch in 
side-to-side dimensions to give 
room for your fingers. Non-rigid 
packaged supplies can be placed 
closer together ; 34 inch extra 
shelf depth is sufficient, as is 34 
inch between items. 
-Place items that are to be 
stored in drawers far enough apart 
to be picked up easily. Depth of 
drawers can be 0 inch greater 
than the bulkiest items if the con-
tents are so restrained that they 
don't shift and pile up as the 
drawer is moved. 
- The width of the largest item 
to be stored in a cupboard deter-
mines the minimum door-opening 
required. Height between shelves 
is determined by the tallest item 
to be stored there, plus 1 inch for 
clearance. If items must be tipped 
in handling, more height is needed. 
In the case of a stack of dishes, 
for instance, the height needs to 
be the height of the stack plus the 
height of one item plus 1 inch. 
If one or two tall items on a shelf 
make it necessary to place other 
shelves higher and harder to 
reach, look for an alternate loca-
tion for the tall things. Adjust-
able shelves can provide for this 
kind of flexibility. 
-Vertical slots (for example, 
for baking pans) can be 0 to 1 
inch wider than the contents if 
there are cut-outs to enable you 
to grasp the contents. If you must 
reach in, 2 0 to 3 inches are 
needed. 
-Drawer partitions for bulk 
foods should come to within 0 
inch of the drawer top. For mis-
cellaneous items, the dividers need 
be only high enough to hold the 
items in position. Utensils stored 
vertically in a drawer usually need 
dividers about 6 inches tall. 
-Adequate space for hanging 
utensils should allow 10 inches 
greater length than the long di-
mension of the utensil. A clear-
ance behind a hung utensil such 
as a saucepan should be about 4 
inches so that it may hang freely 
and be grasped easily. 
Further recommendations 
which may help you in planning 
the total amount of storage and 
counter space for your kitchen 
have been based upon research 
which was done in the College of 
Home Economics at Iowa State. 
These measurements were felt to 
be adequate, on the average; for 
the preparation of meals for a 
family of four-husband, wife, a 
5-year-old and a teenage boy. The 
menus used were of such a nature 
as to provide a rigid test of space 
needed for such preparations. 
1. Base cabinet frontage-12 
feet to 13 feet 6 inches. 
2. Wall cabinet frontag~9 
feet. 
3. Counter at left of sink-3 
feet to 3 feet 6 inches. 
4. Counter at right of sink-3 
to 4 feet. 
5. Counter to either side of 
range or next to built-in oven-
2 feet. 
6. Counter for mixing- 3 to 4 
feet. 
Try Gibberellic Acid on 
Dwarf Grain Sorghum 
How GIBBERELLIC acid affects 
the emergence of seedlings and 
the growth of dwarf grain sor-
ghum was studied at the Experi-
ment Station in 1958 under the 
direction of F. P. Gardner. 
The researchers report that gib-
berellic acid increased the rate 
of emergence, particularly at the 
deeper levels of planting, and in-
creased seedling heights. Gard-
ner adds, however, that the effects 
A hundred soybean seeds from 
downy mildew diseased plants (left} 
weigh much less than seeds from 
healthy plants (right). Yield loss in 
the field from which diseased soy-
beans came amounted to 6 percent. 
of the acid soon wore off, and re-
peated applications of the acid 
had no apparent effects on plant 
growth, yield or seed quality of 
the sorghum plants beyond the 
seedling stage. 
Find More Pacts 
On Downy Mildew 
Of Soybeans 
A NATIONAL SURVEY to locate 
and identify races of downy mil-
dew of soybeans has been con-
ducted by John M. Dunleavy and 
V. D. Pederson of the Experiment 
Station. Various races of mildew 
attack different soybean varieties, 
just as some races of cereal rust 
infect certain cereal varieties but 
not others. 
The survey was made in 24 
north-central and southeastern 
states. Race 8 was most fre-
quently found in Iowa and other 
soybean-growing areas in the 
north-central states. 
Lack of information on downy 
mildew races has hampered ef-
forts to develop mildew-resistant 
varieties. With the added knowl-
edge of the races present in the 
soybean-producing states, how-
ever, development of disease-re-
sistant varieties can proceed. 
In current work, disease resist-
ance to bacterial blight, bacterial 
pustule and stem canker is receiv-
ing the greatest attention because 
of the immediate potential danger 
from these diseases. But the new 
information on downy mildew bet-
ter outlines the direction needed 
for the development of resistance 
to this disease. 
Diseases Show Promise 
In Controlling Borers 
THE usE OF disease organisms 
to control the European corn 
borer continues to look promising 
in studies conducted by Experi-
ment Station and USDA research-
ers. Results, however, are still 
too variable to justify recom-
mendations for general farm use. 
Also, production of disease organ-
isms is still on an experimental 
scale, thus limiting their use to 
small-scale plots. Though produc-
tion is now limited, several large 
commercial concerns are already 
producing the bacterium Bacillus 
thuringiensis on a pilot-plant 
scale. 
Further tests are planned to ex-
amine the effects of disease organ-
isms for corn borer control with 
added emphasis on Bacillus thur-
ingiensis. The possible synergis-
tic action between insecticides 
and disease organisms will be 
tested. And field tests will be 
made of any disease organisms 
isolated and cultured at the In-
sect Pathology Laboratory at 
Iowa State. 
Need Manasement Plan 
In Feedins Antibiotics 
ANTIBIOTIC FEEDING programs 
for swine need a re-evaluation if 
we want to get the full benefits 
from the growth-permitting values 
of these wonder drugs, reports 
Damon V. Catron of the Experi-
ment Station. Careful study of 
antibiotic feeding over the past 10 
years has shown a gradual de-
crease of the response to anti-
biotics in gains and feed efficiency. 
We'll have to use growth-per-
mitting and antifungal antibiotics 
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more efficiently for many years, 
Catron adds, to maintain efficient 
and profitable swine production. 
He says experimental work indi-
cates five main recommendations 
for effective antibiotic feeding to 
swine during different stages of 
the life cycle: 
• The established growth-per-
mitting antibiotics are aureomy-
cin, terramycin, penicillin and 
combinations of bacitracin-peni-
cillin and streptomycin-penicillin. 
• The recommended levels for 
feeding-in grams of antibiotic 
per ton of complete feed-are: 
pregestation, none; gestation, 
none; sows at farrowing time, SO 
to 100 grams; lactation period, SO 
to 100 grams; pre-starter for 
baby pigs, 100 grams; starter ra-
tion for young pigs, 100 grams; 
growing ration for pigs weighing 
2S to SO pounds, SO grams; grow-
ing-finishing pigs at weights above 
SO pounds, level fed depends on 
disease level, no antibiotics on 
farms where the disease level is 
low, up to 20 grams where the 
disease level is high. 
• Rotate antibiotics of differ-
ent action spectra from one stage 
to another in the life cycle. (The 
"spectra" of an antibiotic refers 
to the groups of disease organ-
isms it controls. Change of spec-
tra means shifting the attack to a 
different group of disease organ-
isms.) 
• Feed an absorbable antibiotic 
during the farrowing and lacta-
tion stages to give rise to a blood 
level and milk level of antibiotics 
so the baby pigs will get antibiotic 
protection before they start to eat 
solid feed. 
• Add an effective antifungal 
antibiotic whenever high levels of 
broad-spectrum antibiotics or 
combinations of antibiotics are 
continuously fed at high levels. 
In some cases there has been an 
increase in fungus growth in the 
gastro-intestinal tracts of the ani-
mals. These fungi include certain 
yeasts and molds. They increase 
where high levels of broad-spec-
trum antibiotics or combinations 
of antibiotics have been continu-
ously fed to baby pigs and grow-
ing pigs for considerable lengths 
of time. 
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The factors known to influence 
the performance of antibiotics in 
swine nutrition are: the kind of 
antibiotic fed, the amount fed, 
the age of the animal fed, the nu-
tritional adequacy of the ration, 
the "stress level" (including dis-
ease level) of the animal's envir-
onment and the duration (years) 
of feeding the same antibiotic in 
the same environment. 
Tapazole Ups Gains 
From Cattle Rations 
To TEST the value of adding 
Tapazole to the rations of fatten-
ing cattle, Experiment Station 
researchers conducted two cattle-
f eeding trials with a high corn fat-
tening ration. Results of the first 
trial showed that Tapazole stimu-
lated liveweight gains in cattle 
both in rations where stilbestrol 
was also fed and in rations which 
did . not include stilbestrol. Re-
sults of the second trial again 
were favorable to Tapazole feed-
ing, and rate of gain and feed 
efficiency were improved. 
special subjects 
Why More Pheasants 
In Northern Iowa? 
SOUTHERN IowA has tradition-
ally had lower pheasant popula-
tions than northern Iowa, though 
the pheasant population has been 
increasing recently in the south-
ern part of the state. Wildlife 
specialists at the Experiment Sta-
tion are investigating factors 
which may be responsible for or 
which influence the difference in 
pheasant populations in the two 
parts of the state. 
Once we know the most im-
portant factors limiting southern 
Iowa pheasant populations, it will 
be possible to make recommenda-
tions for aiding their increase, say 
Arnold 0. Haugen and Eugene 
Klonglan. 
How Effective 
Is Vo-Ag Training? 
How EFFECTIVE is vocational 
agriculture training in high 
school? How much does such 
training benefit the students after 
graduation-both those graduates 
who enter farming and those who 
enter non farm occupations? These 
are some of the questions re-
searchers at the Experiment Sta-
tion are trying to answer with a 
series of studies of high school 
graduates from 20 communities 
which offered vocational agricul-
ture and from 20 similar commu-
nities which did not offer such 
training. 
Here are a few preliminary con-
clusions from these studies: 
• Farm operators who had 
completed 3 or more years of high 
school vocational agriculture had 
higher crop and livestock produc-
tion and higher total gross prod-
ucts from their farms than did 
high school graduates who hadn't 
received such training. Vo-ag 
trained operators also used a 
greater number of improved pro-
duction and management prac-
tices on their farms than did grad-
uates without vo-ag training. 
• Farm operators who had 
lived on larger home farms when 
they graduated from high school 
operated larger farms with more 
crop acres and produced more 
total gross products than did high 
The best time to count pheasants is 
in cold and stormy winter weather 
when they flock in farm windbreaks. 
school graduates who had lived 
on smaller home farms. 
• Vocational agriculture train-
ing proved to be as valuable to 
graduates who entered nonfarm 
occupations as other high school 
courses which might have been 
substituted for vocational agricul-
ture. 
• No difference in the occupa-
tional status of high school grad-
uates in nonfarm jobs was found 
between those who had had and 
those who had not had vocational 
agriculture training. The meas-
ur es of status were: annual 
earned income, degree of ex-
pressed satisfaction and score of 
their occupation on a scale of oc-
cupational prestige. 
• The top yearly earned in-
come for the high school gradu-
ates was attained at age 35. This 
information was compared with 
information from an earlier study 
of Iowa State agriculture gradu-
ates. The total lifetime earnings 
for high school graduates was 
about $238,000, for the college 
graduates it was $360,000. The 
college graduates reached their 
top income at age 53. The aver-
age yearly earned income for high 
school graduates was $5,062, and 
for college graduates was $8,3 70. 
Key personnel in this over-all 
examination of the effectiveness 
of vocational agriculture training 
are: Clarence E. Bundy, Duane 
Nielsen , Duane Blake, James 
Hensel, Forrest Bear, Robert Ap-
plegate, Carl Wells, Richard Bitt-
ner, Don Christensen and Melvin 
Salmela. 
horticulture 
Seek to Maintain 
Freshness of Berries 
FRESH BERRIES don't keep very 
long- even in refrigerated display 
cases. To learn whether it's pos-
sible to prolong the extremely 
short shelf-life of berries is the 
goal of a study by John C. Ayres 
and E. L. Denisen of the Experi-
ment Station. 
Various antifungal sprays and 
dips for strawberries, raspberries 
and cranberries are being tested 
Mold development on red raspberries (Latham) treated with mypro-
zine and stored in a refrigerated display case for I 0 days. The 
numbers indicate the relative strength of the treatments used. 
The tested treatments, however, are not approved for use on food . 
to see whether they can slow down 
the development of mold on the 
fruit. Treatments are being tested 
both in the field and after harvest. 
Results so far indicate that ber-
ries dipped in solutions containing 
myprozine had lower microbial 
counts after storage than did un-
treated berries. Also, as the con-
centration of the antifungal was 
increased, there was a larger pro-
portion of sound berries. Ayres 
and Denisen warn, however, that 
the antifungals tested have not 
yet been cleared by the federal 
government for use on food. Prac-
tical use of these agents in food 
is not permitted at the present 
time. 
Also being studied in relation 
to the keeping quality of fresh 
berries are various selected pack-
aging materials. The researchers 
found less spoilage of straw-
berries and raspberries when plas-
tic containers were used than 
when the fruit was stored in 
wooden berry boxes- especially 
if the boxes had been used before. 
Cellulose acetate was consid-
ered the most promising film for 
wrapping strawberries and rasp-
berries. The other films tested 
didn't allow enough water vapor 
transmission. But the situation 
was different with cranberries. In 
all tests where cranberries were 
stored for 30 days or longer, color 
and firmness were most satisfac-
tory if the fruit was packaged in 
Mylar, Saran or polyethylene, 
rather than in more permeable 
films. 
Field and Sweetcorn 
Respond Differently 
To Broadcast Fertilizer 
IN CERTAIN SEASONS, field and 
sweetcorn harvested at the can-
ning stage may not respond alike 
to broadcast nitrogen, phosphorus 
and potassium fertilizers. This 
conclusion is based on the results 
of a study conducted by K. W. 
Johnson, C. C. Acker and J. T. 
Pesek of the Experiment Station. 
Though there were no major clif-
f erences in the top yields between 
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the two types of corn, comparable 
yields were achieved with some-
what different rates and combina-
tions of nutrients. 
This study suggests that an in-
crease in the level of one nutrient 
relative to that of another might 
have a negative effect on plant re-
sponse, particularly where an-
other uncontrolled factor- such 
as temperature, moisture or stand 
- limits yields. In such cases, it 
of ten appears that the ratio of 
nutrients applied or available to 
plants is more important than the 
actual fertility level for any indi-
vidual nutrient or combination of 
nutrients. 
Fertilizer application did have 
an effect on plant composition. 
Nevertheless, the level of N, P or 
K in the plant was not consis-
tently increased when more fer-
tilizer was applied. Differences 
in the relative composition of 
sweetcorn and field corn gave 
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LEFT: Tool box mounted on tractor 
for saws, wedges, axes, gas and oil 
saves energy and time when har-
vesting scattered fa rm sawtimber. 
BELOW: Mounted three-point-hitch 
tractor arch wit h log tongs saves 
time and energy in logging opera-
tions. Arch costs about $25-$30 
to build; the tongs cost $15-$20. 
further indication that their re-
quirements may differ. 
trees, woodlots 
List Factors Important 
For Good Conifer Plantings 
SuccESSFUL establishment of 
conifer plantations in western 
Iowa depends on three main fac-
tors: ( 1) control of competing 
vegetation, ( 2) satisfactory soil 
moisture and precipitation--espe-
cially during the planting year-
and ( 3) control of rabbits, go-
phers, mice and ground squirrels. 
The importance of these factors 
was brought out in studies of tree 
adaptation plantings and demon-
stration plantings maintained by 
the Experiment Station. 
In a demonstration planting in 
Harrison County, ground squir-
rels or mice apparently killed 7 5 
percent of the ponderosa pine 
trees in a 2-acre area. The trees 
were completely stripped of nee-
dles and bark. Mice girdle trees 
up to 4 inches in diameter at the 
base, rabbits nip off the terminal 
and lateral shoots and gophers cut 
off the larger roots. 
Growth of a number of species 
on the tree adaptation plantation 
has continued to be satisfactory. 
These species are mainly: red 
cedar, Rocky Mountain juniper, 
ponderosa pine, Austrian pine, 
European larch and Scotch pine. 
During 1958, Douglas fir , which 
in the past grew slowly, started to 
grow at a satisfactory rate. 
Study Costs, Returns 
From Farm Woodlots 
COSTS AND VALUES in connec-
tion with logging various tree 
classes in small farm woodlots are 
being studied at the Experiment 
Station under the direction of N. 
J. Hansen and A. L. McComb. 
There are two major purposes for 
studies such as this one: ( 1) To 
study marketing opportunities for 
low-grade materials from deterio-
rated farm woodlots and to learn 
of the problems involved in pro-
cessing and marketing small quan-
tities of low-grade wood. ( 2) To 
find out whether enough revenue 
can be obtained from harvesting 
the low-grade woods to pay part 
or all of the cost of rehabilitating 
the woodlot. 
White oak stave operations 
have been carried out during the 
last two winters. Split stave bolts 
and heading were sold during the 
past winter at the roadside for 
an average price of 80 cents per 
chord foot (one chord foot is 
equivalent to 10 board feet). Av-
erage logging costs (labor plus 
equipment operation and depreci-
ation) amounted to 46 cents per 
chord foot. So profit or stumpage 
value was 34 cents per chord foot. 
(This didn't allow for such costs 
as management, protection and 
road construction. ) 
This study will be continued in 
future years to gain more experi-
ence with this type of operation 
and to obtain more information 
on costs and returns. 
LIVESTOCK PRICES receiv;ed by Iowa 
farmers during the first 10 months of 
this year averaged about 14 percent low-
er than a year ago. This is a direct 
re1sult of the larger meat output this 
year. 
Production of red meat for the first 9 
months of 1959 was 6 percent greater 
than a yea r earlier . October's output 
was up more than this. 
Pork showed the bigge,st boo.st over 
last year's output. Pork output was up 
15 pe1rcent for the first 9 months of the 
year. Lamb and mutton were up 8 percent, 
with the big end of this hike· corning 
last winter when lamb sl·aughter was un-
usually large. Beef output expanded 1 
percent; veal poundage was down 17 per-
cent. The numbe·r of cattle slaughtered 
during the fir.st 9 months w,as down 9 
percent. But heavier weights per head 
more t han off s e,t the cutba ck in numbers . 
Feed-grain output this year again is 
outrunning our feed use,. The chart on 
this page giv·es an indication o.f how 
this year's feed-grain buildup compares 
with previous year.s . Supplie,s are 
l a rge enough to keep livestock numbers 
high in 1960. 
Because of the larger 1959 fall pig 
crop, we can expe1ct pork production 
next year to be even larger than in 
1959. The first pos;sibility o.f any 
cutback in pork will be, ne·xt summer. 
And this will depend on what happens to 
the 1960 spring pig crop. 
The Sept. 1 USDA pig surve~ of the 10 
main h og rais,ing states indicated that 
farmers were planning a s.light cutback 
in their early farrowing1s in 1960. But 
we' 11 ne·ed to watch the December pig 
survey to 1se1e, whether these early plans 
actually are being carried out. 
Best bet at this time probably is to 
figu!'e· on the. 1960 spring crop be1ing 
about t .he same· as last year's -- not 
much change. e1i ther way. We might get 
s ome reduction in early litters but an 
increase in late-farrowed litters. 
If we do get a cutback in 1960 far-
rowings, it will mean more ho:gs on the 
market this wLnter -- as gilts that 
aren't retained for farrowing move into 
the market hog supply. Thus, the' 1960 
hog supply in total is almost ce•rtain 
to be larger than in 1959. 
More cattle ar,e being f ·ed than a year 
ag~On Oct. 1 f a rmers had about a 
fifth more cattle on feed than on the 
Feed Grain Supply (basis, new crop year) 
Thi·s year's l a rger meat 
output is' a direct reisul t, 
i ,n turn, of the, l a rger 
feed. ,supply. We've be1en 
producing rnor.e, fe1ed grains 
than we 'v,e been us·ing 
since 1952. (See. the ar-
ticle beginning on page 7 
fo.r a more complete dis-
cussion of how feed-gra in 
supplie·s ha ve1 been 
mounting.) 
~STOCKS 
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0 .97 
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0 .97 
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? 
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same date last year . The. increase, was 
greater in t he West tha n in the Co:rn 
Belt. Feeders in t he' Midwes t had only 
15 percent more ca ttle on feed. 
We can look for a larger ·s l aughter of 
f ·ed beef a ll through 1960 than we had 
this yea r. And we'll proba bly begin 
to get a l a rger .supply of nonfeid beef. 
Thi s part of the ca ttle .slaughter has 
l agged i1n the 2 ye:ars as ca t ·tlemen 
held back stocks to build up herds. 
The increase, in nonfed beef i1sn' t 
likely to be 1Sharp unle,ss we run into 
d.routh. If t h e weather ' s dry next sum-
mer, we'v·e' enough cattle now on hand to 
have a sizable boois t in n onfed cattle· 
going toi s laughte.r. This r •ea lly i s the 
main risk for cattle feeders in the com-
ing year. 
The increase in f ,ed bee:f i s like,ly to 
be enough to pull ca ttle prices down $1 
to $2 on the. a verage next yea r. Bigges t 
differenc·e• from t his yea r i :s likely to 
come in the1 early spring, when a repeat 
of those peak prices of l as t April and 
May isn 't probable,. 
Feeder ca ttl•e. prices have· come down 
considerably since l a te s ummer. The re-
sult: There are some profit prospect:s 
be.ing laid on ca ttl,e re:cently. There' s 
s till not likely to be much margin be-
tween t he co s t of feeders and fat C·a ttle 
price's . But with low fee.d cois t s , ther·e 
should be s ome mone,y made in putting on 
pounds of gain. 
Thus, with more beef and pork headed 
f or market nez;t yea r, you cag look for 
lower average livestock prices in ~ 
y ear a hea d. Loan r ,a t e·s on fe·ed g r a ins 
will be lower next yea r -- p~obably 
around a nicke.l a bushel lower on corn, 
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according to the provisions of the price 
s upport l aw. Odds a re against ais l ,a rge 
a crop in 1960 as the bumper crop har-
vest last fall. So it looks as if we 
can expect ~ further drE.E in Iowa 
farm incomes, beyond that which is tak-
ing pla ce this year. 
There's little hope fo~ any upturn in 
f a rm income in thi s s tate ~ live-
stock prices improve. And that will 
call for !! cutback in supplies. This 
doe.sn't seem to be in t he picture at the 
moment -- too much cheap feed! 
On the brighter sid~ da irying contin-
ues to offer hope:s . Prices have· been 
close to last year' s levels -- mainly 
beca use of the s l a ckoff in dairy pro-
duction. The good be.ef income.s of the 
last couple of ye1ars have encouraged 
s ome farmers to de·-emphas ize dairying, 
as have hog profit s . 
Both of the<Se force,s show some, signs 
of los ing their .s team thi s next y ear or 
two. And t h is could lead to an increas-
ing milk output again. But the immedi-
ate outlook f or dairy is one of little 
change from this yea r. 
~ ~ picture should improve as 
winter moves on . Production still i 's 
close to ye,a r-earlier leve.ls. But by 
J an. 1, we .should havei around 3 percent 
fewer poteintial l ayers than a year a go. 
Prices in e-arly 1960 will be cl ose to 
t h ose of l as t win ter but should be 
a round a nickel or s o better by .spring 
than l ·as t y e a r' .s bottom-scraping prices . 
Thi s may induce s ome increase in baby 
chick purchases next spring. The sharp 
cutba ck in l a te-ha tched chicks this 
yea r i s what' s behind t he improve·d egg 
outlook for early 1960. 
